ZrEM TAY 
BAAS. 


Linguistic 


ve. 
\Y Uil 


ybructure 
Selecti 


CVvuL 


Ie Obstacles 
A. Employers' Organizations 

In a labor organizing drive, one naturally expects that one's 
principal opposition will come from the employers involved. In it- 
self, it is not particularly noteworthy that agricultural employers 
fought the agricultural Workers Organizing Committee. What is note- 
worthy is the bewildering variety of growers’ organizations which 
sprang up to do battle, and the variety of techniques which they 
employed. In this brief resume, we can indicate only a tew or these 
formsxx and functions, for illustrative purposes. 

i. Farm Bureau. RBuxupitta Louis Rozzoni, President of the 
Californi ‘arm Bureau Federation, Fred Herringer, Vice-President, 
and other spokesmen lose no opportunity to attack AWOC. (AWOC played 
a leading part in getting Herringer decertifried for both Mexican 
and Japanese Nationals.) However, Farm Bureau does not act so directly 


as @ labor-busting frsmimasx organization as some of its rronts do. 


(See below.) It is smmewhat circumscrived by a policy resolution 


which somehow or other got through its convention last year, recog- 
nizing the right of farm workers to associate with one another. 
Farm Bureau @ okesmen mud therefore largely content themselves, at 
least in the public&tterances, with pious pleas for the “right to 
work." Farm Bureau gets in perhaps its most telling licks out of 
the public eye: in behind-the-scenes lobbying in Sacramento. Its 
batting average this year was perfect. (See discussion or legislation 
below. ) 

2. Associated Farmers, Inc. This is the outrit that got all 
the attention rrom Sen. Larollette,and others, twenty years ago, 
because of its predilection ror skull-cracking, private armies, 


tar-and-feat hers, murder, and the like, as ways of coping with 


“labor trouble." Associated Farmers has become sot't and respectable 
since then. ‘the following excerpts fran a recent mailing to AF 
members suggests its preoccupation today with public relations and 
political action. 


It is difficult to understand the continuous attack by 
various groups on agriculture in Valifornia. 

During the harvest season or 1960 the AFL-C1O, through the 
local operations of Norman Smith and others, there was BxaKuKenx 
(sic) created some 96 so-called labor disputes...although the crop 
was harvested... With the advent of 1961 the labor leaders and 
their goons transferred their operations to the imperial Valley 
where mass picketing and rioting have resulted... 

On January 2, 1961, the California Legislature convened and 
almost at once, the attack on the rarmers was resumed with the 
introduc tion of over 100 bilis by the AFL-CIO, many of which are 
far more vicious than those which were introduced during the 1959 
session... 

»»ethe Associated “armers will in the future, as in the past, 
extend every effort both in the field and at the Legislature to 
protect the famers of Valifomnia. 

1961 membership dies are $10.00... All des and contributims 
are dedwtible for Income tax purposes. 


5S. Western Growers Association. Primarily a commodity organiza- 
tion, representing vegetable and melon growers of Califamnia and 


Arizona. (Claims to represent $500,000,000 annual sales.) WGA, too, 


has discovered the gentle art of public relations, and is greatly 


distressed that western growers have not been altogether successtul 
in projecting the "imege" of themselves that they might prefer. 

WGA spent a lot of money in an effort to discredit the Student 
Committee for Agriqiltureal Labor at UC, Berkeley. It got hold of 
some SCAL literature, andcirculeated it to its entire membership, 

with a cover letter reading, in part, "I think you will agree the 
cohesive and concice organization of these Student Lommittees is a 
slick, smooth professional job and does not appear tobe done by 
students. This information...is evidence of the increasing agitation 
and enlistment of groups against farm interests." Ed Hayes incluied 


this staff in hismost recent Gathings committee testimony. 


o3< 


4. California Grape and tree Fruit League. Primarilya 


lobbying organization, headedy Harold Angier, former President 


of Associated Farmers of California, Ind. 

5. Agricultural Producers Labor Yommittee. Originally created 
by Southern California citrus growerepackers to secure their exemp- 
tion from the Wagner Act end Fair Labor Standards Act. Now principally 
concerned with safeguarding the citrus industry's virtually 100% 
bracero labor force. Menager: dack J. Miller, who also turns up on 
thelatterheads of most of the front organizations created in the 
last couple of years. 

6. Agricultural corporations. The suits filed by the DiGiorgio 
Corporation are well known to you. They have served their pur poses: 
to Kamp siphon off an appreciable percentage of our time and resources. 
For the most part, the corporations (e.g-, Califarnia Packing vYor- 
poration) have been content to operate behind the scenes. We are 
inclined to suspect that many of the labor-baiting fronts which have 
sprung up like toadstools during the last two years have been 
receiving most of their financing from the corporations. 

7. Growers Harvesting Committee. tbormed in August, 1959, in 
Stanislaus County, primarily to help peach growers of the area hang 
on to their bracero labor. Notes from a February 10, 1960, meeting: 
"We are in the grip of sinister forces: creeping socialism, do- 
gooders, irresponsible labor leaders, big government, and big lavor. 
Wwe have already given up most of our individual rights. Agricul- 
ture is the last bulwark against collectivism. [If this oulwark falls, 
there'll be nothing in the way of a dictatorship along the Russian 
or German lines. This is a cancer which cannot be cured except by 
drastic surgery. Apathy must be replaced by action -- aggressive 


action." 
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grower, employee and the general pubdlicinformed on 
matters pertaining to the community welfare. 

fo report to the members any vidlations oi the policies 
set upby the Board of Yiversified Growers, Inc. 


(The last seems to be provide for a private intelligence 


service to take care of mavericks like Van Dyke.) 
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Diversiried “rowers was set up with the formula 10¢ per 
member. lt got cmtributions of several 
Stalwarts as John suckerman, and 
Stokeley-Van Vamp, 


corporations which oper-= 


O@x. Ventral Valifornia Farners YVommittee. #orned in 
The following extracts from the usual 
fund-raising letter tell the story: 


Aroused growers...organized this conmittee to protect 
this area from loss of cropsdue to the organizing efforts 
of the union forces, and to present a united front against 
their effort to harass individual growers. To date 
been successful. No crop loss has beensuffered as a 
of union picketing. Crews: of loyal workers have been supplied. 
We have shown that we can, and WILL harvest every crop, 
it allgrowers cooperate You well know that such irrespon- 
sible actions by the ‘ganized labor element in this picture 
can mean your finisn as a grower; it can shatter the economy 
of the community, the consumers, wh liepend on our crops 
for rood, and the workers themsel bs 

NO One person can do this job. the present and future work 
of the committee must have your complete morel, physical and 


J 


financial support. tour committee needs -- IMMEDLATELY -- 

your contribution in tne amount of at least $1.00 per acre... 
Your payment to the Ventral California farmers Vommittee 

is a wholly deductible expense incurred in the production 

or your income, and is “ordinary and necessary” according 

to Internal Revenue Service Reg. 1.162-1, and furthermore 

membership in the committee isused to 

interests of the memtemant member-contributor. (P 1338.2147, 

Internal kevenue Code of 1954.) 


aaveance oOusiness 


10. Council of Calitornia Growers. nis is tne real “pro" 


in the field: agribusiness' major answer to the AWYC. dts 
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initial mailing included a pamphlet in comic-book style, 
in part, 


Recently Calirornia's top farm leaders voted INCH ASING ATTACKS 
BY SELFISH INTER“STS as the farmer's No. 1 problem! 

vhy# Because seltish interests are deliberately trying toturn 
the public against farmers -- so they can shackle agriculture with 
industrial-type laws and regulations, 

Such laws cannot be passed...unless governr ent 
sure it willbepopular with the public. That'swny 
interests: 1. Attack rarmers in press, radio and TV; 
farmers at every tumme.- 

ALSO THAT'S WAY farm workers are brought together 
to sing hymns of hate against their employers... 

THESE ANTI-FARMBR TERMITES ARE MAKING HEADY Ay! 

Only an aroused band of farmers has prevented passage of laws 

would have CRIPPLED California and its agriculture/! BUT 

is a temporary victory. fhe farmer's attackers say: “Farmers 

won a battle...we will win the WAR.” 

Hovever == WE FARMERS can win the next battle, and the war too... 
We can help workers and consumers stop rising prices... 

HOW? By telling the TRUTH about farmers and faming in 
California... How important agriculture is to our economy... What 
it contributes to everyone's welrare... What willhnappen if ve let 
agriculture be shackled withindustrial-type reguiations. 

Wiet will it take to do this job..-.fTO WIN THIS WAR? 

ORGANIZATION and MONBY: 

Our fam groups have already taken the first step -- a new 
all-rarmer organization has been formed at a Spontaneous convention... 
COUNCIL OF CALIFORNIA GROWERS. # * # 

Farm organizations and many allied farm organizations \sic) 
have contributed enough to get the COUNCIL started -- the manager 
4s hirea! offices have been opened in Los Angeles and in San 
Francisco! 

But the job is big, many dollars are needed to match the thousand s 
spent by our opponents, he truth must be told in many places, 
many times «=< repeated : in and again so it will be remembered! 

YOU CAN HELP! You must help if Califa: nia and its sgriculture 


AND YOU are to be kept strong and free. 
Here's How: 4. Join the Council of California Urowers, 4nc., 
NOW! The fee is only $1.00. 
2. -Knclose $1.00 for each worker you employed at 
last season's peak. * * # 
Contributions and membership free are tx dedutiibie in 
opinion of counsel (Section 162, 4.4.0.) 


One wonders how ma oona tide farmers were consulted in the 
creation of this "all-farmer rganization. The president, John 


Newman, is a corporation grower from Ventura County. Keith Mets, a 


Vice-President, is 

a well-knowm corpo 

is too not@wious 

is a Kern County 

Lindsey Yochran, Yreasurer, is on f. the largest tomato 

in the world. Harold Angier, Ghaixrman the rinance Yommittee, 
already met. The gmmoutiime principal executive officer is Jackd. 
who is not and has never 


taients are for 


Growers 51 S. Alvarado St os Angeles ¢ - Altogetner, it appears 
the Council now has at least’ hair 4 en PR andAdvertising men on its 


payroll. Just day efore yesterday, the Council came out with one of 


J 


st ambit attempt s tell thetruth about farmers and framing 


two-thirds page ad in 
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belong to a Mexican ores (Pronounced Brahsairoh) 


Without these hands we americans wouldn't have the abundance of 
wholesome, reasonably priced food...wWi ich California growers produce... 
wy 
Becaliss the Bracero...or Mexican Nationel...ably and willingly 
fills a vital gap in our farm labor picture. He performs the hard, 
but nevertheless skilled, stoop lavor work involved in so many of 
the crops we produce here in California. The kind of work wi ich the 
majority of our American rarm workers just aren't interested in doing. 
+ 4% # Were the Braceros not here to harvest the commodities 
ich they process, thousands of cennery workers would be out of work. 
Manufacturers ot cans, jars, labels, preservatives and otner products 
ved ontop suffer great economic loss, as would the transportation 
mpanies end countless other industries (which) depend so much on 
tr 6 vital link the Bracero tills... 
Wk apts ni zat BE BRACERUO PROGHRAS LS THE DraAL i TUAL ABD 
REIGN AS: INCE P AM. AND IPS (sic) PALD FUR BY THE AMERICAN 
VER.<. IT PROV eS 8 “St RONG LINK Of FREEDOM AND DEM UC RACY WI Tri 
TMPORTANT AND STRATEGICALLY LOCATHD NEIGHBOR TO THE SOUTH! 
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V4 B, Labor Contractors 
generally 

In California agriculture, labor contractors/function in quite a dif- 
ferent manner than the “crew leaders" of the Atlantic Seabord or the "truckers" 
of Texas.f California's farm labor contractors tend to operate in one of 
two ways: they manage bracero camps and herd crews of braceros around 
(technically illegal, but so widespread nobody pays the slightest attention 
to it); or they haul semana? pick-up crews out of skid=row shapeups, The 
latter arrangement, commonly known as the "day haul" program, is the one 
which principally concerns us here. 

There is no employer~employed relationship in the day-haul system. 
Wages are paid in cash at the end of each day, There may be 100% turnover 
in the composition of a crew from ene day to the next. The more successful 
contractors operate fleets of buses, and turn the loading of the’. buses over 
to drivers who are usually but one step removed from the fields themselves. 
To some extent, these characteristies of the ‘Labor contractor system worked 
to AWOC's advantage. Many of the bis drivers were openly sympathetic to 
anything the workers might do to improve themselves. The Sacramento 
shape-up became, for all practical purposes, a union shop, with stewards 
maintaining card-cheeks at the door of every bus, 

But, on the other hand, some large and influential contrectors 
fought us tooth ad nail, In the first place, it is necessary to under-= 
stand the financial nature of the system. Rarely does the martmagtxcmamc 
farm labor contractor work under a fized fee systems He contracts to harvest 


$8.00 
a growers tomatoes, let us say, for xe/a ton. He then becomes the employer 


for virtually every legal purpose (see below), and it is very mich to his ade 


, \ 
rk ky Uf 


e,"prevailing rate" 


A 


etd 
in 


vantage to hire worlers for the lowest possible price, 


of 11-12¢ per box amounted to $)).)0-)),80 per ton. Naturally, contractors 


were unhappy about AWOC's proposals that workers were entitled to a 
somewhat larger slice of the faemm grower's "labor costs" of $8,00 a ton. 
Under existing arrangements, in many cases wage increases could moa only 
come off the top of contractors" profits. 

In addition, it seems ressonable to suppose that the more insightful 
of the farm labor contractors were able to foresee that a unionized farm 
Labor market, with a hiring hall, would mean a drastic alteration in the 
contractors! historical role.. No one normally acquiesces in the disappearance 

mself or his class, . And so we had vigorous opposition from such con- 
tractors as Loduca and Perry, and John Viera. 

As an interesting sidelight, it may be noted that under the terms of 
an opinion recently delivered by the District Attorney of San Joaquin 
County, farm labor contractors are employers in every respect byt one, 


ATIC 


They are not permitted to recognize C, emgage in collective bargaining, 
or permit union representatives to circulate among their erews -- if the 
“rower (who otherwise couldn't care less about labor matters) doesn't want 


him to, (Ths interesting wer opinim was handed down during San Joaquin 


med a contract with 


t 


County cherries this year, when a contrector-pspker si 


AWOC only to have the grower threaten AWOC organizers with arrest when they 


attempted to enter the orchard,) If this precedent stands, the growers will 


be in the happy position of eating their cake and having it too, When it 
suits their purposes, they can avoid the usual responsibilitiesof employers 
by shoving then off onto labor contractors. But when it suits their pure 
purposes, they can assert certain prerogatives of employers. 

Privileges without responsibilities: this, in a nutshell, is the 
formula which has been made possible in California agriculture by the 


manipulation of the labor contractor system. Although the forma was not 


decisive in AWOC's difficulties, it was troublesome. 
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D. Administrative Agencies 

1. California Department of Employment. 

Governor Brown's first Director of Employment, John E. Carr, besides 
being a faithful Democrat, was an honest man. The peculiar odor surrounding 
the Department's Farm Placement Service had been attracting more and more 
attention over the years of the Knight administration. But Carr was no one's 
cats=paw. He did not take Ernie Galarza's word for it that Fd Hayes was a 
blackguard any more than xk he took Ed Hayes! word for it that everything 
was for the best in the best of all possible Farm Placement Services, Carr 
did not even rely upon the usual device of réform administrators: i.e., 
investigators. He conductdd his own personal investigation. 

Early in nk Mahone Awoc had had time to mount any effective pressure 
upon the Department, Carr issued a white paper containine ten points which 
were to guide the Farm Placement SerVice in itshandling of the Mexican 
National program. This paper, for example, asumxrked enunciated the policy 
that braceros would be considered. over-certified wherever and whenever they 
were given less than lO hours a week employment. (Cf. the Department of 
Labor's 32 hours, ) - 

On the last day of July, 1959, Carr's real blockbusters began to drop. 
Ed Hayes' principal lieutenant, "Cap" Cunningham, was fired for taking bribes 
from bracero-users, The Farm Placement Supervisor¢ for the border counties 
resigned "with prejudice.". In statements to the press, Carr flatly charged 
the Hayes machine with "horning away" the very domestic workers they were 
supposed to be protecting. 

Anyone less arrogant than Hayes would certainly have resigned in the 


face of this complete repudiation by his superiors. But he stuck it out. 


In August (September?), Carr made the move long advocated by critics of 


ow Oh ss 


the FPS, He reorganized the Department of Employment basically, so as to 
bring its farm employment activities mir under "civilian control" -- that 
is, the. same Division that administers all other classes of public employment 
offices, The FPS, in its former sense, ceased to exist. The entire gang, 
including Hayes, was protected by civil service status, so it was moved 
laterally into’a specially-created "technical services" section, with no 
policy-making power, 

Upon completing this drastic shake-up, Carr moved on to another post 
in the Brown administration. The acting Director of Employment became : 


agree 
cnowledge 


of or interest in farm labor. His interregnum was chiefly distinguished by 


ae 
Saul G. (Goodie" Goodman, a timid, elderly, time-server, with no 


his precipitous certification of 5,000 braceros to pick peaches allegedly 
rotting in the orchards. They had to be shipped back to Mexico, or switched 
to other crop-activities, since the peach-picker shortage was as phony as 
any ever dreamed up by the bracero-runners of California. (See AWOC 
research paper entitled, "The Manufactured 'Peachpicker Shortage! and 
'Crop Loss! of 1959") 

In October, 1959, Irving Perluss, a protege of Brown's from the 
Attorney General's office, was stm made Director of Employment, a position 
which he continues to hold down to the present day. It would be impossible 
to set forth in this space a detailed account of the innumerable conferences 
AWOC representatives have had with Perluss and his staff (almost always, be 
it noted, at AWOC request); the thousands of dollars spent on telephone calls 
to Sacramento; the occasional demonstrations against Department of Employment 
offices, agents, and policies. The following summary remarks will have to suffice, 

(a) Perluss is an excellent illustration of the carious bureaucratic 

neurosis mentioned earlier: the compulsion to be "neutral" when it comes to 


agricultural labor. His avowed index of satisfactory jo performance is 
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to attract exactly equal and opposite condemnation from both of the two 
sides. (How to reduce anything so subjective as criticism to measurable 
terms, and put them into a balance, is Perluss' problem.) Perluss, however, 


QR wr Siu OA, 
is 4 complicated case. His version of the neutrality-neurosis is complicated 


reer 


On$H NOTE. 
by his destre also toservé as a Brown political wheelhorse, Thus, in private 


meetings with AWOC representatives, he sometimes drops his public stance of 
neutrality, and tries to convince us that his heart is really with us. On 
the other hand, in meetings with growers he says, in almost these words, 
that he is only giving domstic workers a break because he is required to by 
law. At the time of the Wagner-Peyser fracas last year, he openly urged 
the growers to challenge him and the Department of Employment in the courts. 
(Where I come from, we call this barratry, but barratry is evidently all 
right when indulged in by a lawyer who also happens to be a public servant. ) 
Not too surprisingly, the growers accepted Perluss! recommendation, Much to 
their chagrin, they recently lost their test case in the State Supreme 
Court. Whether they will go farther with it remains to be seen. 

(b) Another general proposition advanced in our earlier discussion 
of the Department of Labor holds all too true in the case of ikem Mr. Perluss 
and the California Department of Fmployment. Even assuming Perluss were 
truly dedicated to giving domestic farmworkers the squarest possible shake, 
by exercising his full executive latitude for action, the individual worker 
in Stanislaus County, or Monterey County, or Imperial County, would be little 
better off than he is today. Here is why. There are approximately 200 

placement 
representatives employed in the farm xatmr/offices throughout the State. 
These local representatives work under county directors, The county directors 
work under regional supervisors. 


handpicked shortmg by Ed Hayes during his twelve-year stewardship. (It should 


not be forgotten that Hayes, the first farm placement director the State ever 


had, starting from scratch in 197, was able to build his dynasty with a 
completely free hand.) All have civil service standing. Although it was 
possible to move Hayes and his Sacramento pahace guard laterally in 1959, 
it is quite another matter to deal with 200 civil servants at the local 
level. The long and the short of it is that no attempt has been made to 
clean house at the only level which really matters to the domestic farm 
worker who is looking for a job: the local farm placement office. 
Ferhaps 1% or 2% of the employees of the fam labor 6ffices are 

seriously interested in doing a job on behalf of domestics. Perhaps 10% 


are indifferent to 411 the moral, legal, economic, and other issues involved. 


The remainder are dedicated to the Hayes philosophy. They feel they have a 


mission to serve the interests of farm employers. If the interests of 
growers RE aS aed with theinterests of farm workers (and, not 

to be Marxian about it, but they scarcely ever do), the workers are sold down 
the river without hesitation or regret, 

There is nothing particularly covert about this process. Dozens of 
employees of farm placement offices in California are frankly rude, hostile, 
and contemptuous toward the American citizens who come to then looking for 
jobs.It has done AWOC little or no good to complain about this sort of treat- 
ment, After all, who is there to take the places of these highly specialized, 
trained, and experienced public servants? And, conversely, given their 
particular specialty, where else in the civil service structure could they 
be moved? 

Under these circumstances, the brave new world launched so auspiciously 
in June, 1959, with John Carr's ten=point program, bears a distressing resemblance 
to the corrupt old world it was supposed to replace. For example, nothing more 
has ever been heard from the "l0-hour-week" edict. On the firing line, where 


polkcies are mide or broken; the farm placement representatives simply ignored it, 


(c) The Division of Public Employment Offices and Benefit 
Payments, within which the farm placement service now operates, is headed 
by an outstanding man, Al Tieburg is intelligent, imaginative, and 
courageous. For example, soon after the farm program was placed in his 
jurisdiction, he began to find it strange that no one in the entire history 
of the bracero program in Califomia <- State of Federal -= had ever invoked 
the adverse effect pravisions of the law. He went down to Imperial County, 
interviewed some warkers, decided that adverse effect had occurred (it 
had been occurring very obviously for ten years), and ordered the growers 
to up the ante. (Interestingly enough, by this time Ed Hayes was head of 


the Inperial Valley Farmers Association, in which capacity he fought to 


SOnne 
preserve bracero domination with all the wiles he had used in his former 


job to achieve the same ends, ) 

But Tieburg can't do it alone, ‘There are no one-man revolutions. Tieburg has 
MARRY Papo pRLLtLes Yestdes fern labor y, . (Unewp Lome aac anny CxmPle:) 
Benefit Payments don't give a damn about farm labor, For the most part, 
the new functions of the Division have had to be assigned to the only 
"experts" around: holdovers from the former FPS. Tieburg is surrounded 


by antagonists. To name some names: Margot Wakeman Lenhart (a great and 


good Hayes friend); Robert Stevens (himself a bracero-user); Ray Roth (former 
Don Roney, keds Melb apres (he ir, 


FP rep. in San Joaquin County); Norm Sharee;/ As if this weren't aneiiyh to 
stultify any réform of the farm placement scandal, a new face was imported 
specifically to compensate California growers for théir loss of Fd Hayes. 

A new position was created, Deputy Director for Farm Placement. This post 
was filled by as ethically bankrupt a public executive as we have ever met: 
Donald Larin, This action alone, leaving everything else to one side, makes 
it very hard to believe the Brown administration wanted to continue the farm 


placement reform after September, 1959. 


(d) One of Senator Douglas' 1953 amendments to Public Law 78 
required the Secretary of Labor fo consult with worker representatives 
concerning labor supply. For seven years, this portion of the law $along 
with other portions too numerous to mention) was ignored utterly in 


California, Every six months, Hayes (under his delegated authority from 


USDL) would prepare an estimate of labor requirements and supplies, at the 


end of which would be the solemn assurance there were no worker represen- 
tatives with whom to consult, Ernie Galarza, Clive Kn wiles, and others, 
were very much on the scene during this whote time, as Mr, Hayes was well 
aware, but he classified them as something other than worker. representatives, 
Something unprintable in this family publication. 

Beginning late in 1959, worker representatives were, for the first 
time, asked for their judgment as to labor neéds and resources for forthcoming 
agricultural activities. These estimates were and are of crucial importa ce 
inasmuch as they are translated directly into pre-seasm estimates of 
“labor shortages" and hence into certifications for foreign contract workers, 
AWOC's officers assumed these requests for consultation were made in good 
faith. Detailed memoranda were prepared, pointing out a number of specific 
respects in which the Department of Employment's estimates were inaccurate 
almost to the point of whimsy. Each of these criticisms was accompanied by 
a concrete recommendation for the improvement of the methods femmerty 
employed, 

At first, AWOC's leaders wére patient. When our memoranda were ignored, 
without even the courtesy of a routine acknowledgement, we prepared even more 
painstaking, detailed, and constructive communications to Mr. Perluss. Even- 
tually, there were half a dozen memoranda in this series, stretched over the 


better part of a year. We do not know whether these memoranda were ever 


read, We do know that none. of our suggestions was ever acted upon. 

The Department of "mployment still makes the same types of absurd erross 

in its preseason estimates, resulting in one of two things: over-certified 
braceros have to be repatriated when it becomes obvious, even to Department 
of Employment observers, that there are more than enough domestics to fill 
all the available jobs; or over-certified braceros are kept on, by shortening 
the warking hours of everyone comerned, and by other strat€gens. 

AWOC's recommendations for introdmcing a modicum of sense into this 
miasma are still sound, and bear re-reading, (The Perluss memoranda are 
attached as an appendix.) 

(e) It should not be thought that our dealings with the 
Department of Employment over the past two years have been an unreliewed 
desert, As will be seen below, under "Accomplishments", certification of 
braceros has dropped significantly, But it is safe to say that we never 
got anything from the Department of Employment that we didn't fight for. 

In a real sense, the self-styled "neutrality" of the Department made it a 
protagonist -- on the side of the growers. We did not ask that the Depart- 
ment do our organizing work for us. But we did ask that the Department 


rather than with neutrality. 
discharge its obligations under P.L. 78 with zeal/ "Neutrality" in this 


context meant that the Department felt theremsasmemittyx that it should show 


no favoritism to domestic labor as opposed to imported labor: a perversion 


of the intent of the law (not to mention ordinary morality), in our opinion. 


2. Bureau of Bmployment Security, Region X. 
When we characterized Donald Larin, above, we took care not to call him 
the most ethically corrupt public servant:we had met, for we have had to deal 


with another just as bad, Throughout most of the bracero decade, the USDL 


officer in charge of the program in California, Arizona, and Nevada, was 

Harold D, Huxley, Deputy Regional Director. Glenn Brockway, Regional 

Director, used to be Galarza's favorite target, but Galarza was not altogether 
on the mark. Brockway was away on overseas junkets most of the time, and 


even when at his desk, he delegated the farm labor functions, lock-stock-and- 


barrel, to Huxley. As te, confessed to me a few months ago, with more than 
/ 


a little rue, "They say delegation of responsibility is the mark of a good 
administrator, but I've found it can be overdone," 

Huxley was a type of bureaucrat unlike any we've discussed to this 
point, Not a captive of the liwer echelons. Not distracted by myriad 
disparate tasks. Not a self-styled "neutral." Rather, a tough, shrewd, 
ruthless, completely unprincipled, completely cynical opportunist. In a 
private talk with int /Bhiaitiy after the creation of AWOC, Huxley said, 

"Of course there's adverse effect. Any fool knows there's adverse effect. 
There'd be adverse effect if there were only a single bracero in the entire 
State of California." I said, "Then why do you allow a single bracero in 
the State of California?" He then favored me with a lengthy disquisition 
on the "realities" of life, the necessity of "living with" operators like 
Red Harrigan, etc. 

The following story has never been told publicly, but perhaps it 
should be. On another occasion shortly after the birth of AWOC, Norman 
Smith was talking with Huxley in his San Francisco office. As Smith was 
leaving, he accidently opened the wrong door: the door of Huxley's cloak 
closet. Inside were three crates of cantaloupes, probably worth ahout $30 
retail at that time. To put it charitably, it is doubtful that Huxley had 
bought those melons at the corner grocer's, This was before the story about 


gift-taking in the State Farm Placement Service broke. After Carr blew the 


léd off that scandal, the anomaly of three crates of cantBloupes in a 
Federal office slipped into perspective. But the BES haghever had a John 


Carr at the helm, Hukley continued to run the bracero show at the 


regional level right dow to the time he -wet promoted to regional director 


of the Bureau of Labor-Management Reports. 

Ethical dry-rot seems to be contagious. The supervisor of compliance 
activities for Region X, Norman Lueck, is just as cynical and just as 
umprincipled as Huxley. So is Ken Robertson, principal attorney for Region 
X. Not that they are bribe«takers, necessarily. Not that. they are growers' 
lackeys, necessarily. It is just that,they don't give a damn about the 
human beings to whom their bureaucratic boondoggling and footedragring are 
almost literally’ matters of life and death, For example, I remember asking 
Robertson, early in the 1960 asparagus season, for a. legal opinion on the 
following questiong: why cannot domestic workers, under piece rates, be 
guaranteed a minimum equivalent to the most common hourly rate in the area? 
(I.e., $1.00 per hour. The reason being that braceros receive such a 
guarantee, and domestic workers are supposed to be recruited at "Wages and 
standard hours of employment" not inferior to those of braceros.) Robertson's 
reply was that it could not be done. I will not attempt to recall his 
tortuous reasoning’ here. .But the somnrtamk even more important point, per- 
haps, is that he didn't bother to reply at all until theasparagus season was 
over and the question had become academic. 

Brockway himself might best be described as an administrative weather- 
vane. He'll turn in whatever direction the wind is: blowing strongest. 

His instincts seem to be fundamentally decent, but he is not a strong per- 
son, (Possibly due in part to his poor health.) During my very frank dis- 
cussion with him three or four months ago, he summed up his position clearly. 


"I sure hope AWOC stays on the scene, bringing as much pressure to bear on us 


it possibly can, That way, we can stand up against the growers." 
is sad to think where the weathervane is going to point now that wind 


no longer going to be blowing strongly (if at all) from the workers' 


quarter of the globe. 


The less said about the local representatives of the BES «-— that is 


a 


so-called compliance officers -- the better, Maybe it is asking too much 


ask that they be compassionate and conscientious. There is an over- 


whelming selective factor operating in this program. Good people simply 


aren't attracted by it, any more than they were once attracted by the 


opportunities to operate slave ships. No. one with an active heart, mind, 


and’ soul’ is going to debase himself by helping run the moderm version of 


Slavery. So far.as I know, in the history of the bracero program in 


Region X, there have been two decent and able compliance men. William 


Renner was fired after his six-month probationary period. Jesse Whitney 


\ 
2 Poe ihh tye 
resigned in disgust, 


o say that AWOC has received no cooperation from the compliance men 


in ‘our areas of operation is to understate the case grotesquely. 


of Employment Security, 
Washington, D.C. 


It will be recallec iat in the earlier discussion of political organiza-— 
tions, particularly the Kennedy administration, we had certain things to sa} 


e 


about bureaucratization in general and bureaucratization in the farm labor 
area particularly. We remarked that 4d top-level administrators like Arthur 
considerable extent, the captives of the line 
them. Let.us bring this proposition down to cases at this 


The truth about the Imperial Walley decisions may never be known. 


The people who aren't willing to talk. But I suspe hat when Goldberg 


. . foe 
took personal rexponsib y, on March 3, for “stalling the (Mexican government's) 


request for a month", he was merely being an unusually gutty administrator. 
Technically, of course, he was responsible, but in actual practice I believe the 
ling was urged on him by subordinates in the Labor Department on whose judg- 
felt he 
he/had to rely as every newly-arrived executive must rely more or less 
heavily on the long-time "exnerts" in special fields. 
Another example, not so generally known, to illustrate the tendencies of 
the old-line bureaurracy in the farm labor sections of the Department of 
abor. In March of this year, BES investigators conducted a lettuce wage survey 
in New Mexicof: a routine procedure for crops using braceros. The interviewers 
had to'’scour the area diligently to find any domestics for the purpose of ascer- 
taining the "prevailing wage." But finally they found two crews. Lo and behodd, 
they were working at piece rates, and after careful computations. the investigators 
calculated the composite average was about %1.39 per hour. Now, one of the inter- 
esting things about this is all the braceros in New Mexico, doing precisely the 


same work, were being paid at the rate of 65¢ per hour. ‘Another of the interesting 


things about it is that the very same thing has happened in Imperial Valley lettuce 


and in many and many another gajor crop-area of the Southwest. Some jaundiced 


observers wonder how seriously the law can be taken, when this kind of thing is 


m e 
+ 


permitted to. develop. (The law, of course, besides its general proscription of 
"adverse affect", requires that braceros receive the “prevailing rate for 
domestics similarly employed.") But our ffiends, the BES representatives in 

exico, evidently felt such niceties were outside their purview. They 

sent along the data to Washington, as is the routine custom with 
Now, it happens that in the Wage Determinstions Branch of 

38S there is an honest man. His name is Gene Vinogradoff. It is difficult to 
maintain both one's honesty and one's health in a position such as his — 
and it is Vinogradoff's health which has cracked first. He has had three 
heart attacks, which have greatly reduéed his ability to push himself or his 
projects very hard. 

When the lettuce data ffom New Mexico came xm to Vinogradoff's attention, 
he thought, “Ah, hah! This time we've got tem, cold turkey." He promptly sat 
down and composed a telegram to the Regional Director of BES who had jurisdic- 
tion (Denver office), and ordered that braceros be paid the same piece rate as 
domestics, or, failing that, ix a flat *1.25 an hour for lettuce harvesting. 
Obviously, an altogether reasonable and even conservative reading of the 
regulations. But bureaucracies are bureaucracies. Vinogradoff himself is not 
permitted to send telegrams, regulations or no regulations. All he could do was 
start the telegram through channels, with an accompanying memorandum stating the 
background of the case and urging the greatest nossible speed. Vinogradoff's 
immediate boss is Frank Johnson, Don Larin's successor as Chief of the Farm 
Lsbor Service. Above Johnson is Robert Goodwin, and. various assistants to 
Goodwin. Above Goodwin (de facto if not de jure) is Albert Misler, the 
Department's solicitor with the farm labor portfolio. 


To make a long story short, two months after this telegram was started 


through channels, it had not been sent. So far as I know, it has not been sent 


to this day. In any evant, it is now academic. Two months is more than enough 
delay to see the New Mexico lettuce harvest throuch to completion -- at 65¢ an 
hour. 

It is not possible, nor is it necessary, in this space to add further 
examples of the manner in which the Bureau of Employment Security has historically 
exercised its stewardship over the interests of domestic agricultural workers. 
Anyone who. knows anything about farm labor can cite additional examples aplenty. 

is to try to understand what thesxe examples signify. Are the 
upper echelons of the BES in Washington grower-dominated? Are they pro-bracero? 
Anti-domestic? Are they evil men? I venture to suggest they are not, but 
are, rather, eminently cautious, legalistic, conservative men -- made so both 
by temperament and by position. As f as temperament is concerned, there is 
4 process of natural selection in bureaucracies. One who is not prepared to 


in 
submerge his individuality £4 the organization just doesn't go into these 


types of jobs in the first place -- unless he is very naive. The mistakes 


which may occur in initial selection are rather soon corrected. People of zeal, 
- 


individuality, ideas, integrity, originality are quickly spotted as disturbers 


of the peace, and one of two things happens, Either they leave after their 


probationary period{ usually of their own accord), or they sell their integrity 


and identity in exchange for the check they receive at the end of each month. 
Bureaucracies being what they are -— rewarding people for time served rather 

than for merit -- we know that all the brass hats of the BES have been in 

the Federal service at least 20 years. .In this mmmxam length of time, the 

Darwinian process of natural selection has grown far adé¢anced. The men who have 

survived the process are those who have learned best how to stay out of the 


light, do the safest thing, take on the protective coloration of convention 


and rote. 


Frank Johnson, Albert Misler, Robert Goodw 


They are doubtless kind to their budgies, contribute 


Crusade, and do other good and generous works. As a 


from private ks with them that (with the possible 


their inner feelings about farm labor tter 


jungle of bureaucracy you do not survive. by 


much less guide your day-to-day actions. 
kind, walking on eg 
of their offices have become 
their inner feelings, thei 

going to win every time 
inaction, unless 
sort of 


act ion 


are decent and right. 


these are not wicked men. 


every year to the United 
matter of fact, I 


know 


Teh 
vO 


exception of nson) 


jut. in the 
feelings show, 
and 


their 


stimuli 


best SBM tk 
4. Immigration & Naturalization Service 
If the exception proves. the rule, then the case of the 
Immigrstion and Naturalization Service proves the above rule about 


the natural conservatism of bureaucracies. INS isn't afraid of 


controversy. The trouble is, its fearlessness, its "radicalism", 


if you will, is a radicalism of the right rather than the left. 
The INS today is taking as blatantly a pro-grower attitude as it 
did in the heydsy of the wetback system. Agricultural workers 
be d»emned; criticism be demned; the public be damned. Unlike 
the BES, which can always manage to.find some technicality or 
ambiguity in the law to use as an alibi for inaction, the INS 
considers itself above the law: a law untodtself. 

This does not’ come out so much inthe brsacero program, where 
the role of INS is a minor one. But it comes out in the adminis= 
tration of the various uni& ateral indentured servitude programs 
that California growers have worked out with foreign governments: 
@.g.-, Japanese contrsct workers, and Besque shéepherders. INS 
will not even tell the California Department of Employment -how 
many Basques are in the State. And,in the past year, California 
growers have made INS an instrument in the latest version of 
foreign captive labor -- and the best yet, from their point of 
view. The Stete is being flooded by Mexicans with visas. These 


"green card holders" or "bhue card 


workers are comnonly known as 
holders" -- or simply “greenéards", for short -- in reference to 
the color of the ID card they are required to carry with them. 
One usually thinks of visa-holders as legitimate immigrants, who 
bring their families, enter into the American way. of life, and 
intend to become naturslized citizens some day, or at least 


reside in this country permanently. That sentiment:1 conception 


has been outmoded by the perfection of the green card system. 


eR. Soe 


Following is xmext composite biogrephy, based on interviews 
with a number of green card workers. He is a former bracero. 
From a labor broker in Mexico City, Guadalajara, or some. other 
Mexican city, he buys a letter from an American employer, 
guarenteeing that kmaxmtbhimamkmbmemxeaxaxpunihememamgex a job is 
waiting for him. (These letters may be from used car muX#x 
dealers or anybody unscrupulous enough to lend their names to 
the racket.) The prospective yvisero is charged from $300 to 
$400, American money, for this letter and the other services of 
the labor broker. Since few ex-braceros, and even fewer 
non-braeceros, have this kind of money, the lebor brokers gener- 
ously ®rrange to lend it to them at rates of interest from 10% 
per month on up. The would-be immigrant is now ready to present 
himself to the American consul. Consuls in such cities as those 
nemed above are also part of the ring. (Whther for the sake of 
friendship, or. the sake of something more substantial, we would 
not presume to say.) The applicants get their visas with no 
questions asked. They then present themselves at the border for 
admission to the U.S.,in the process of which they must attest 
where they are going, for what purpose, and must «ver their inten- 
tion of making the U.S. their permanent residence. 

The most common announced’ destination is Texas, since is the 
source fron which most of the phony letters of sponsorship ®#re 
obtained. The bulk of the green c#rd workers enter the U.S. at 


Brownsville, Eagle Pass, or El Paso. They are promptly heréed 


into cettletrucks or similar conveyences, and shipped to California, 


where they are put to work behind AvOC picket lines -- or, even 


wae fee 


more Commonly, given all the available jobs at the season's 
outset, so that AVOO cannot get enough toehold to operate in the 
crop at all. When the crop is over, they are shipped to the next 
one in the cycle, and when all the crops are over, those who 
ean usually bolt the farm labor market and go to #4¢ Oakland or 
Los Angeles to look for work. (Information sbout the impact upon 
the building trades, for example, can be obtained from the 
California Labor Federation.) But many are not in a position 


to strike out on their own; they are sent back to Mexico for 


"furloughs", subject to recall when next needed for wage-cutting 


or strikebreaking purposes. Andwhat is the control over these 
supposedly free men? Why, nothing more nor less than that debt 
of $300 or §400, with interest of $360 or $480 a year. As one 
crew of green card workers told an AVOC representative, "They 
told us that if we didn't do what they told us to, they would 


"take care : 


of our families back in Mexico.’ 
hich suggests another vital respect in which this is just 
another in a century-long series of captive labor arrangements. 
These men do not bring their femilies with them, and are hence 
menipulable in the usual manner of single male crews: segregated 
in isolated barracks,etc. 
The Packinghouse Workers union, which has studied this 
program more closely, perhaps, than any other organization, 
estimates there are currently between 60,000 snd 70,000 green 
card workers in California agriculture. Even if this is an over- 
estimate, there can be no doubt the number of fornidable -=— and 
growing larger rapidly, as growers learn of thislatest form of 
government largesse, which besides having the treditional advantages 


of captive labor, hes the added advantage of costing the grower nothing 


— 


Green card workers now dominate such crop-activities as the 
apple harvest in Santa Cruz andSonoma counties, the apricot 
hervest inYolo and Solano counties, the olive harvest in Butte 
county, and others. 

Where does the Immigration and Naturalization Service 
come in? INS is’ supposed to administer the McCarran-Walter 
Act, which is the law under which green card workers, like 
all immigrants, enter the country. The McCarran-Yalter Act 
has a very detailed list of “inadmissable aliens." If one 
wades through the political undesirables, homosexuals, and 
other types singled out for inadmissability, one finds that 
an elien is also. inadmissable: if his presence in the United 
Stetes will have an sdverse effect upon the wages and working 
Conditions of domestic workers similarly employed. Familiar 


words? They ought to be. They are practically identical to 


the "protective" language of Public Law 78. 


Gareful inquiry has failed to reverl that. INS has ever 
excluded any Mexican’ agricultural worker seeking a visa, under 
this sdverse effect provision of the McGarran-Walter Act. Now, 

conduct 
admittedly, INS is not in a position to kmmx/wage surveys, 
or surveys of labor demand and supply. But other govennent 
agencies are. The. U.S. Department of Labor andCalifornia Depart- 
ment of Employment, to name two. So far as is known, INS has 
never asked any such agency for its judgment as to whether the 
admission of green card workers would pose a threat to the jobs 
and w°ges of domestics. How has INS been able to ignore so 
cgavalierly its clear responsibilities under the law? . Through 


the device of an "administrative understanding" with the State 


hi 
Gite Ae 


Megican 
Department and Labor Department that in cases where fewer than 25/agricultural 


workers are given visas at any one time, no inquiry into possible adverse 
effect will be mace. Legal basis for this "understanding?" None whatever. 
Purely an arbitrary decision, made by three bureaucrats: lawnaking by 
Administrators not answerable to any electorate. 

The other government agencies involwed in this scandal -- CsBey 
Regional BES, and top brass of State Department of Employment == at least 
indicate an interest in and concern over the creen card problem (even though 
they have not actually done anything about it). But INS just couldn't care 
less. On the one occasion that we have able to get an INS representative to 

down and talk with us about the problem, he was overtly defiant. In 
fect, he told us, "That's 

It's tough, all right: the IN a tough nut to crack, But it -- 
and the captive labor programs it wi at -= have got to be cracked if the 
farm labor movement is ever going to come to anything. Otherwise, as one of 
our rankeand-filers put it to us recently, we are simply going to be 


"oreen-carded to death," 


U.S. Department of State 
In at least two ways, the State Department is involved in activities 
which impinge on the organization of agricultural workers. Repre: 
State participate in the periodic re-negotiation of the International Agreement 
under which the bracero program functions. It seems safe to assert that the 
interests of the State Department in these negotiations are not primarily those 


of defeadine the interests of American farm laborers. 


Secondly, as implied above, consular officials are directly involved in 
the green card racket. Not all consular officials. But srowers have direct 


pipélines to some, and when the time becomes propitious they can be 


identified. 


een turned .over, lock, stock, 
may have felt their interests 
been. xm quite so conspicuous during 
It did not need to be. For one 
have a legal framework (or what appears to 
ramework), within wiich they say, blandly, "We're nettral; 
is enforce the law." The trouble with this line is that the laws 


enforced with part'cular zeal are the county ordinances passed by 


grower~dominated Boards of Supervisors ikmohkm during the anti-farm-Labor 


hysteria of the 1930's #- ordinances which are very likely unconstitutional, 


but which remain on the books of California's rural counties because farm 
workers have never had the resources to test them ligher courts, These 
unabashedly anti-farm-labor laws include 
sheriffs’ departments in counti f b Lon: have shown far 
less appetite for enforcing laws which micgl ’ ably cut th sher direction. 
where 
were threatened, beaten ne in down by growers! 
The so-called "neutrality" of contempor 
curiousl n dec One might say it is spurious. 
In Imperial Sark County, there was no pretense abo 
law-enforcement agents have learned nothing and forg 
Imperial County sheriff 
growers, includi 


rument 


Arere 


4. 


i he 


Department of Social Welfare. 
workers need: hardly be elaborated here. 
ia Department of) Industrial Relations. 
to be doing feod jobs; within Limitations 
Te Pad — 4 } + >! 
Law Onforcement, which, among other 
or contractors, appears overl 
are will shortly take on job 
wage order applying to women and minors in agriculture. 
how adequately this ie an be enforced under the circumstances. 
Federal Departments of Justice. 


rest in the massive and collusive fraud wh 


agricultural labor field (e.¢. 


security payme 
program 
nal agricultural. workers in eleven 
yrovram will be considerably expanded 
ed, Absolutely no 
ambiguity of concepts <= what 


igrant", a "seasonal worker"; diffusion of purposes -- in one county, a 


ai 


migrant will get prenatal care, in the next vaccinations, and in the next 


sanitary educations etc. 


California Department of Education, At. the present time, local 


sdictions no guidance in coping with problems of farm worker education, 


f Williams bills getthrough Concress. 


The Judicial Branch 
1. The injunctive process, 

Justice is blind, so they say, One can agree, after seeing how it operates 
with regard to kke agricultural workers. It is blind to their needs and their 
unique disadvantages and problems. t is blind to the unequal protection of 
the law t)} have hi rically received and still receive, tod: 

So far as we know, no 
injunction has ever been refused by ‘a California court. The following case 
is representa tive of the n May 31,1960, counsel for Fred 
al., filed in the San Joaquin County Superior Court a Complaint 


substantial 
complaint read, in/part, as follows: 


it cherry crop 
need of, harvesi Phat. it normally, requires 
larvest sai op said crop is highly perishable, 
the cherries are harvested when ripe, a crop wort! 


} 


undreds of 
3 of dollars’ may be lost I 
Plaintiffs have never had a labor dispute with cefendants. or with the 
sxit (awv0). That none of said defendants, and no members of said acsocia- 
tion have ever been employees of plaintiffs, Plaintiffs have never nercotia- 
ted with defendants regarding any purported labor dispute. 
ese On or about the 20th da a May, defendants and purported 
of the association they represent c miidnced picketing the 
and. operated by plaintiffs, That such picketing does not arise from any 
labor pasty That such picketing is designed to coerce plaintiffs into 
recognizing defendants as a labor organization representing plaintiffs! 
mployé rees. That none f plainti mployees are, or ever have been, 
members of said defendant soci i That defendants fully realize 
that plaintiffs must pick their perishable crop within the next 
days following the filing of this complaint. That said picket 
merely for the purpose of blackmailing plaintiffs into eatertiac in 
acreement with an organization which represents none of plaintiffs". 
employees. 
That such picketing is being penenaren as heaped fat by defand- 
7 by chmpulaton, coercion, in tir 
designed to intimidate person 
There are two entrances i 
excess of.twenty pickets are patrolling s: bearing 
ich are untruthful.in their representations. ... “That. iid pickets 
te derogatory, indecent ous epithets. and language, 
ture at persons seeking employme n. said ranch and 
from entering id premise d seeking employment. * 
herinbefore -sét 
have 
said 
plain 


ajured, if not destroyed, 
the. plaintiffs are without any plain, speedy or adequate remedy 


this Court enjoining and restraining each and all of said acts and 
inine the defendants from the continuance of the commission of any and 
id acts, 

That the defendents...are financially irresponsible and unable to 
respond 2m: to any judgment for damages against them for and on account of 
the commission of the acts... 

WHEREFORT, the plaintiffs pray: that the defendants, and each of 
them, their and each of their agents, attorneys, representatives and 
enployees be restrained and enjoined from the performance and Ccomuission 
of the said acts hereinbefore cosplained of and from in any manner inter- 

ring with the plaintiffs or the conduct of their business, and from 
i any person or persons, any agent or agents, any representative 
or representatives, any picket or pickets, to be stationed in the vicinity 
or neichborhood of the said. herry orchard or from otherwise at any time or 
times, impeding, harassing, annoying, threatening, intimidating or inter~ 
fering with any person or per ons transacting business with the plaintiffs 
or employed by,or seeking employment from them, and for costs, and for 


oT 


to this Bourt may seem just. 


1@h other and furtirer relief as 


the restraining order was immediately issued by Superior 
ieenpose 
Dunne, It read, in part: 

.eeit appearing to the satisfaction of the Court... that is is a 
proper ease for grainting a temporary restraining order, and that unless 
the temporary restraining order prayed for in said complaint be granted 

great injury will result to the plaintiffs before the matter can be heard 

on notice, NOW, THEREFORE, 
TT IS HEREBY ORDERSD that the defendant, AGRICULTURAL WORKERS ORGAN 
COMMITTEE. AF, OF L,, ©.1.0., through its officers and representa- 

tives, and the defendants, NORMAN SMITH, RAUL AGUILAR, WILLIAM G, SERATT, 

and ROBERT PEPPER be and appear before this Court...e& the hour of 10:00 

o'clock 4.M,, on the 19th day of June, 1960, then and there to show cause, 

if amy they have; why they, their agents, employees and representatives 

should not be enjoined and restrained from picketing the real property of tke 

plaintiffs for the purpose and in the manner set forth in said verified 

complaint... 


ean 


By the 19th of June, of cours the whole thing had become academic,. since 
© b , 3 


rey 


the cherry harvest season was over for all practical purposes. ‘the important 


point, however, is the automatic manner in which such "prayers" by growers and 


farn labor contractors are granted by judges of California's Superior Courts. 
Many, if. not most, of the "facts" in the Podesto complaint, and the dozens 


of others which have followed it virtually verbatim, are false, But their truth 


and the validity or invalidity of the legal precedents cited by the 


¢ases, obviously cannot be examined until the date 
endants to appear.*® Given t nature of the erops involved, thi 
effect, "temporary" restraining orders and "temporary" 


t, 
permanent, inasmuch as they encompass the bulk 


ivable that the Superior 


re unaware of all this We can 


consistently 
y 


; C einit Lice + 8 wih bwanna ‘at " 
er is/knowingly bein used an instrument in furtherance of the 


one particular 
OC were 
orders 4a 


sistent employment. of 


lawsuits, 
s complaint, he asserts 


"financially irresponsible and unable 
He (or his attorneys) 
he. Podesta interests have suéd AWOC, 
various officers, agents, and representatives for 
several classes of damages. 


the part of growers, 


County Superior Cou: 


2, 1960, prayed hot only for a perpetual injunction but for damages 


sum.as the court may find to have been s 
Pe a ee . » eat tl a and it is Aoudtful any lamaces will 
wege Sut f e SeCTtTLEC 3 ana it is 8) i Ely anal os 1 


~) 


that the crowers filed them 


with any intent. other than to bleed AWOC white through the legal expenses) necessary 


ePOAaIYT a 9 
[OuUrse, was 


he part 


injiunetive process 
enough of 
+t necessar 


have serv 


nspicuously 
@ manner 


arners 
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" 3 du } f, trotted ou and used as a 


lexicon =—— "conspiracy" e- 


to arrest union leaders when al assembly," 
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